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REPLY COMMENTS OP THB PART 15 COALITION

The Part 15 Coalition ("The Coalition") hereby submits its

reply comments in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ("NPRM") 1 in

the above captioned proceeding. The NPRM proposes extensive

changes to the interim rules governing Automatic Vehicle Monitoring

("AVM") systems which will result in uncontrolled interference and

the breakdown of the sharing balance which has existed for nearly

a decade between licensed and non-licensed equipment in the 902-928

Mhz band. In effect, the interference resulting from this proposal

will make the band unusable for both licensed and non-licensed

users.

8 FCC Red. 2502 (1993)
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I. DISCUSSION

devices were not even on the market when the Part 15!LMS

identify
vehicle

Wideband

Moreover, high-powered, consumer owned, Part 15

Empirical evidence from that experience reveals anChicago.

deployed) .3

greatly expanded LMS4 and a huge Part 15 market (millions of

interference incident occurred. Accordingly, the confluence of a

already been seen in the limited deploYment of an LMS system in

more suitable spectrum.

full 8 MHz) and an operationally limited environment (not fully

inability to operate LMS interference-free even while LMS operates

in a technologically limited environment (4 Mhz rather than the

options are available to the Commission for locating LMS in other

placed in jeopardy by this proposal and, (3) Sufficient other

The future difficulties with this ill-advised proposal has

types of equipment; (2) The 2 billion dollar research, development

and manufacturing investment made by the Part 15 industry will be

band without causing disruptive interference to the users of both

As stated in its comments, the Coalition opposes the proposal

because: (1) Part 15 devices and LMS2 will be unable to share the

For the purpose of this discussion, AVM will be used to
narrowband automatic vehicle monitoring which includes automatic
identification (AVI) and electronic toll and transfer management systems.
hyperbolic multilateration systems will be referred to as "LMS" systems.

The details of the Teletrac response to interference from a Cylink
marketed device operating in Chicago is contained in footnote 50, p 5 of the NPRM.
This response underscores the susceptibility of the Teletrac system to interference.
If Teletrac is allowed to expand to a full capacity LMS instances of this kind of
interference will become routine.

Teletrac comments indicated its system is designed to handle six
million location requests per day or roughly 4000 location requests per minute,
Teletrac comments at B.
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high-powered, cordless phones added to the existing multi-million

dollar base of installed and projected Part 15 equipment) is a

recipe for a major public policy confrontation over high levels of

interference, crippling both LMS and Part 15 systems.

The lack of vision in this respect is remarkable. Teletrac, in

its comments, dismissed Part 15 interference out of either

ignorance, or worse, expediency. Most of their comments concerning

Part 15 devices were either false or did not take into account the

recent entry into the marketplace of a new breed of high-powered

Part 15 devices. Moreover, the statements that Part 15 devices are

used at ground level, indoors and, therefore, were not likely to be

near Teletrac receive sitesS is disingenuous at best. Part 15

devices are used in all environments to include high-rise office

and apartment complexes, open campus and building-to-building

links. The latter was the configuration that interfered with

Teletrac's limited LMS systems in Chicago. In essence, therefore,

Part 15 devices are used wherever a need for wireless

communications exists. Moreover, a significant percentage of Part

15 devices are nomadic which will further exacerbate the problem of

engineering around the interference. Finally, a large percentage

of part 15 devices, in the future, will be in the hands of

In reality, many of the current and planned Part 15/900 MHz products
are used in commercial systems which can be located outdoors, are nomadic in nature,
transmit longer range (miles in some cases), and have wider bandwidth than such
consumer products as cordless phones. Examples of such systems are: metro and
regional networks for utility and industrial applications, the transmitters are
mounted on pole-tops well above ground and cover many square miles. Point-to-point
long-range wireless links, units are mounted on rooftops 5-10 miles apart. Mobile
data collection/transmission devices are used in rail yards, shipping terminals,
etc., are nomadic over large areas. Mobile telemetry devices are used in mapping
and surveying, with a range of a mile or more. Mobile computing devices
(indoor/outdoor) are used to provide "campus wide" wireless communications.

3
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consumers which will place the interfering source beyond the

practical (and political) reach of conventional enforcement

procedures of the FCC.

In sum, Part 15 devices are causing and will continue to cause

interference to wideband LMS. The situation is serious and

,

evidence (empirical and theoretical) exists to refute the assertion

by Teletrac that LMS and Part 15 can co-exist on the same spectrum.

A. ALL COMMBHTORS AGRBB THAT SHARING BBTWBEN AVM, LMS AND
PART 15 IS TBCHNOLOGICALLY IMPOSSIBLB.

There is little controversy over the issue of sharing this

band: it can't be done. Teletrac filed comments in this proceeding

that established "sharing among LMS systems is not reasonably

feasible,,6 Further, the NPRM accepts the view that sharing between

AVM systems and LMS "is difficult if not impossible". 7 Finally,

several commentors have provided technical analysis to demonstrate

that Part 15 devices and LMS cannot share the same spectrum. s

The 902-928 MHz band is currently a shared band. The status

of the licensee (and in the case of Part 15 the lack of status)

notwithstanding, the 902-928 MHz band will continue to be occupied

and shared by a vast array of licensed and unlicensed devices.

See comments of Teletrac, Vol II, at 1. In this context, Teletrac was
establishing the basis for an exclusive allocation.

NPRM at 2.

See comments of the Telecommunications Industry Association, mobile and
Personal Communications Consumer Radio 'Section at 3-4, and comments of Metricom at
Appendix A. This also is the position taken by the Part 15 Coalition, The
Telecommunications Association (TIA), the Electronic Industry Association (EIA),
North American Telecommunications Association (NATA) and the vast majority of
commentors in this proceeding.
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There is no rule proposed in this rulemaking which could alter the

existence of multiple users of this band. Unlicensed Part 15

devices which have accommodated operating with AVM licensees, are

currently in the hands of consumers and are beyond the reach

(practically and politically) of the FCC enforcement rules.

Accordingly, it makes little sense to make an already

difficult situation (Part 15/AVM sharing) worse by licensing LMS in

this band. In fact, proceeding with LMS licensing in this band

will result in uncontrolled interference across the whole band: a

public policy disaster. This can be averted, however, by returning

all parties to the Status Quo Ante.

B. THB MAJORITY OF COMIDNTORS SUPPORT RBTAINING THB STATUS
QUO IN THB 902-928 MHz BAND.

Other than the original petitioner, there is little support

for the proposed licensing and the band allocation for LMS. 9 The

vast majority of commentors oppose the proposal to license LMS in

this band in the manner proposed. Even among those who generally

support the NPRM there is a consensus that AVM/LMS sharing rather

than exclusivity is preferred.

adamantly opposed by Teletrac10

This position is, of course,

That leaves the Commission in the position of adjudicating

between technically incompatible positions concerning interference

between and among LMS, AVM and Part 15.

Support is limited to a few customers of Teletrac, MobileVision (an LMS
provider), UTC, Hughes Aircraft and Caltrans.

10 See generally comments of Teletrac, especially Volume II
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It's obvious that all parties need time to further reflect on

what is the best course of action for this band. No party wishes

to destroy the usefulness of the band for themselves or others.

Accordingly, returning all parties to the status guo ante would

reflect the consensus of most parties and would provide the

incentive for the Part 15 and AVM industries to continue to work

cooperatively to share this band. In fact, there is interest in

both the AVM and Part 15 industries to convening a technical

committee to work out industry negotiated future sharing

arrangements.

C. BROAD SUPPORT BXISTS FOR COIIVBIlfG A TBCBNlCAL MBBTING TO
CLARIFY TKB TBCHNlCAL ISSU.S IN THIS PROCBBDING AND TO
SUBSBQUBNTLY WORK OUT A RBVISBD PROPOSAL FOR SHARING THB
902-928 MHz BAND.

As noted in its original comments in this proceeding, the

Coalition has attempted to bring all parties together to discuss

the troublesome aspects of the conflicting technical positions of

the parties to this proceeding. However, Teletrac has refused both

formal and informal invitations to attend and participate in such

a meeting. In its comments, the Coalition filed as an attachment

a draft scope and charter for a joint technical committee.

Commission support for such a committee would provide a firm basis

for an industry negotiated settlement in this proceeding.

Irrespective of Teletracs intransigence, certain AVM licensees

have expressed interest in participating with Part 15 technical

representatives in serious technical discussions to ensure future

interference-free sharing of this band.

6



Inasmuch as the majority of commentors are willing to make a

good faith effort to work out an industry negotiated settlement of

the technical disputes, it is incumbent upon the Commission to lend

their influence to such an effort.

However, the committee could conclude that AVM and LMS cannot

share spectrum and, likewise, that Part 15 and LMS cannot share

spectrum. That is exactly the conclusion one reaches after

reviewing all the comments. Teletrac stated that LMS and AVM

systems could not co-exist on the same spectrum and that at least

8 MHz of spectrum was needed to make LMS an economically viable

service. 11 Part 15 analysis showed that LMS and Part 15 equipment

would cause destructive interference which would degrade the

effectiveness of both.

Such a finding by the committee would lead to the logical

conclusion that 16 MHz (duopoly structure) must be found to

accommodate LMS in other available spectrum. I f so, there are

several options available to satisfy LMS in alternative spectrum.

D. THB RECORD SUPPORTS THAT AN LIIS ALLOCAT:ION SHOULD NOT BE
MADE :IN TRB SHARED 902-928 lIB. BAlm, BUT RATHBR SHOULD BE
LOCATED :IN THE "BMBRG:ING TECHNOLOGY" BANDS.

1. The Teletrac comments in this proceeding conclude that

"Sharing among LMS systems is not reasonably feasible for a

variety of reasons."u This is the conclusion of Teletrac's

study of the engineering and economic issues involved in

sharing spectrum with other LMS licenses.

11

12

See comments of Teletrac 34-41, and Vol 11, Appendix 3

See comments of Teletrac, Vol. II, Appendix 1 at 1.
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Once the full

NPRM at 3

See comments of TIA at 3-4, and comments of Metricom at Appendix 1.

the Commission concluded, that " ... co-channel noise in the

AVM and LMS systems require discrete spectrum, because,

8

Finally, the limited evidence currently available from

difficult, if not impossible, for the system to operate

effective ... ,,13

field operation of Teletrac systems and Part 15 devices proves

emphatically that LMS and Part 15 devices cannot co-exist

The only logical conclusion that can be derived from this

interference free. This empirical evidence is buttressed by

vicinity of a wideband pulse ranging system (LMS) makes it

engineering evaluations based on Teletrac supplied technical

data. 14 The incompatibility of Part 15 and LMS is further

supported by the fact that the only incident of interference

capability of LMS is deployed (" ... sixteen million radio

location units ... six million location requests per day ... 4000

occurred with a rudimentary LMS system.

interference levels will rise dramatically.

location requests per minute, Teletrac comments at 8.) the

devices in the 902 - 928 MHz band. 15 Attempting to "shoe-horn II

data is that LMS cannot co-exist with either AVM or Part 15

interference and further ensure that no party to this

LMS into this shared band will ensure a high degree of cross

13

14

15 The technical intolerance for sharing spectrum which is inherent in the
Teletrac proposed LMS system applies equally to other shared users of the band i. e. ,
Amateur Radio.



proceeding will be able to provide acceptable service to the

public. Accordingly, the Commission must find clear spectrum

for LMS is another band.

2. There are several other spectrum bands where the

Commission could locate LMS. First, because the LMS is

16

essentially a location and monitoring service16 (as opposed to

a typical AVM service) it would fit the definition of PCS and

could therefore be accommodated in spectrum identified for PCS

and other "emerging technologies". Further, as noted in the

Coalition's comments17 the 220 MHz of spectrum identified for

emergency technologies in the PCS proceeding (Docket 90-317)

and the spectrum that will be transferred from the federal

government to the FCC for new and emerging technologies18

would make a logical home for LMS.

II. CONCLUSION

Interference between and among Part 15 devices, wideband and

narrowband AVM systems is a reality. The best the Commission can

do now is to not make the situation any worse. Creating a new LMS

service that admittedly cannot co-exist with existing AVM systems

The comments of Teletrac (at 8) makes it clear that the economic
viability of its system is tied to the ability of their LMS to provide "an array of
location and related .ervice. and to offer a high capacity system at low cost ... "
(emphasis added).

17
~ comments of the Part 15 Coalition at 11.

18 The congressional budget reconciliation package contains language that
directs the Commerce Department to identify 200 MHz of government controlled
spectrum for transfer to the private sector. This legislation should yield
additional spectrum, for use by the FCC for new and emerging technologies, before
the end of the year.

9
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and that has proven in field operation that it cannot co-exist with

Part 15 devices will make the situation much worse.

The Commission should abandon plans to locate LMS in the

902-928 MHz band and find a spectrum home for the service that can

accommodate its need for exclusive spectrum.

Further, the Commission should encourage all industry

representatives to participate in joint technical meetings to find

industry solutions to the interference potential caused by multi-

service sharing of the 902-928 MHz band.

Respectfully submitted,

THE PART 15 COALITION

,

By:

9215 Rancho Drive
Elk Grove, CA 95624
916/685-6240

Their Attorney

July 28, 1993
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United states mail, postage prepaid, this 28th day of JUly, 1993
to the parties listed on the attached service list.



Warren G. Lavey
Jame. M. Fink
Skadden, Arps, Slate,

Meaqher , Floa
333 We.t Wacker Drive
Chicaqo, IL 60606

Ronald A. Sieqel
Allan R. Adler
Roy R. Russo
Cohn , Mark.
1333 New Haapshire Ave., NW
suite 600
Washinqton, DC 20036

Jack T. Taylor
9215 Rancho Drive
Elk Grove, CA 95624

David Schlotterbeck
Nellcor IncorPOrated
25495 White.ell Street
Hayward, CA 94545

Max ROC)ers
Cobra Electronics

Corporation
6500 West Cortland SUeet
Chicaqo, IL 60635

Albert H. xr-r
Robert P. A1c:b::'icb
ICeck, ..bill' caa
1201 Nev YO&"Jt Avenue, N.W.
PenthoUH SUi1:8
WashingtOn, DC 20005

Wray C. Hi...
Thoason ConsUJl8r

Electronics, In~.

Suite 601
1200 19th Street, ••••
Wasbington, DC 20036

Christopher D. ~lay

Booth, Freret , Imlay
1233 20th Street, N.W.
Suite 204
W.shinqton, DC 20036

The Portland Allateur Radio
Club

clo R. Hayer
6115 51 13th Avenue
Portland, Oreqon 97202

Jeffrey L. Ritter
6959 Hovenkaap
Port Worth, TX 76118

Willi.. J. Kaiser
48025 rre..ont Blvd.
PrllllOnt, CA. 94538

GUy 5. Kirchhoff
CliniCOll
4720 Walnut Street
Suite 106
Boulder, CO 80301

David R. Wiedaan
Accu8can
P.O. SOx 80037
1540 Higbway 13.
Conyers, GA 3020.

ftc.as J. Keller
Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard,

IIcPberson and Hand,
Cbarterad

901 15th Str..t, N.W.
SUite 700
Waabington, DC 20005



1

Gary Ad_
Stat. of California
D.partment of Tran.portation
Division of Maintenance
1120 N Stre.t
P.O. Box 942873
Sacram.nto, CA 94273

Barbara N. McLennan
G.org. A. Hanov.r
2001 P.nnsylvania AV•• , N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

J.... L. ca•••rly
Squir., Sand.rs , Demps.y
1201 Pennsylvania Av•• , N.W.
P.O. Box 407
Washington, DC 20044

Lawrenc. J. IIovahin
wilkinson, Bark.r, xnauer ,

Quinn
1735 N.w York Av.nu., N. W.'
Washington, DC 20006 '

David c. Jatlov
YOUft9 , Jatlov
2300 N Str••t, N.W.
Suit. 600
Wa.hinqton, DC 20037

Dwight B. Hall
265 Norcr••t Driv.
Roch.ster, NY 14611

H.nry II. at"...
Larry S. 801__
Gin.bUr9, "lAIIan iar••• ,

Chart....
1250 co~iCQ~ Ave., N.W.
Suit. 800
Washington, DC 20036

st.phen R. Bell
David Alan Ifall
Squir., Sander. It De1Ip.ey
1201 pennsylvania Ave., If.W.
P.O. Box 401
wa.hington, DC 20044

Robert L. Borchardt
R.coton Corporation
2950 Lake Emaa Road
Lak. Mary, Florida 32746

J.R. Beyster
Sci.nce Applications
Int.rnational corporation
1241 Cav. Street
La Jolla, CA 92037

Willi.. P.N. Smith
P.O. Box 438
North aeading, MA 01864­
0438

Gordon Schl••inger
Juctith L. Young
South.rn California Gas

Coapany
555 W.st Fifth Str••t
Lo. Ang.l.s, CA 90013

Debra A. Per.1JIan
T.lxon Corporation
3330 W. Mark.t Str.et
Akron, OR 44313

Jon N.lson
Uniplex corporation
2905 country Drive
St. Paul, MD 55117

Toa Cack.tt.
Stat. of california
Air a..ourc.. Board
2020 L Street
P.O. Box 2815
Sacraaento, CA 95812

Joseph Ch.ri.
United Stat•• Po.tal Service
Proc•••ing and Di.tribution

center
433 w. Van Buren Str_t
Chicago, IL 60607

Donald L. ScbilliJuJ
Int.rDig1tal c~ication.

Corporation



---._._--_._--

K.nt Britain
1626 Vin.yard
Grand Prairi., TX 75052

David H. Phillips
Ruth E. Phillip.
2901 Accok.ek Rd. W.st
Accokeek, MD 20607-9645

Frank Dorrance
AlLUM
634 Alpha Drive
Pittsburgh, PA 15238

Bruc. B. Stwertnilc
6968 San Bernardo Cir.
Bu.na Park, CA 90620

Hunter O. Wagner, Jr.
Great.r New Orle.n.
!xpre••way Caaai••ion
P.O. Box 7656
Metairi., LA 70010

G.rald J. Ro.e
524 N. Quak.r Lane
Al.xandria, VA 22304

- 3 -

833 North.rn Boul.vard
Gr.at N.ck, NY 11021

Robert S. Butts
2825 31st Stre.t, N.W.
Washington, DC 20008

J.... R. Hayne.
Unidan America Corporation
Engineering Service. Office
8707 North By Northeast Blvd
Fi.hers, IN 46038

Jeffrey L. Sheldon
Sean A. Stoke.
Utitlit•• Telaco..unication.

Council
1140 connecticut Ave., N.W.
suite 1140
Washinqton, DC 20036

Michael T. Hela
Rt. 5 Box 188
Lubbock, TX' 79407

Ron.ld F. eunninqharl
Lockh.acl DIS
Glenpoin~e C.n~re Ea.t
Teaneck, NJ 07666

How.rd W. Reynold.
4614 Aapen Hill et:.
Rockville, NO 20853


